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Information Disclosure Statement filed on June 9, 2005. Attached for the 
Examiner's convenience is a copy of the translation, as well as a dated stamped 
postcard receipt acknowledging receipt of the translation by the Patent Office. 
Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner consider the 
documents cited in the Information Disclosure Statement filed on June 9, 2005, 
in view of the entire translated German language search report and indicate that 
such consideration has occurred. 

The Office Action has rejected claims 3, 6-8, 11 and 12 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application 
Publication No. US 2002/0013646 to Nishizaki et al. ("Nishizaki") in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,324,445 to Tozu et al. ("Tozu"). This ground of rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

The combination of Nishizaki and Tozu does not render Applicant's claim 
3 unpatentable because the combination does not disclose or suggest all of the 
elements of Applicant's claim 3. For example, the combination of Nishizaki and 
Tozu does not disclose or suggest that "in the event of a controlled braking 
operation, the control signal is formed by means of at least one amplification 
factor that differs from an amplification factor that is used in the unbraked 
driving condition," as recited in Applicant's claim 3. 
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Nishizaki discloses a motor vehicle steering system for controlling driving 
of a steering mechanism of a motor vehicle. (Abstract). When a braking 
mechanism is actuated and a speed difference between wheels is greater than a 
predetermined value, the steering angle is adjusted. (Figure 3 and paragraph 
0060). However, as acknowledged in the Office Action, Nishizaki does not 
disclose that "in the event of a controlled braking operation, the control signal is 
formed by means of at least one amplification factor that differs from an 
amplification factor that is used in the unbraked driving condition," as recited in 
Applicant's claim 3. 

The Office Action relies upon Tozu to remedy the above-identified 
deficiency of Nishizaki. Specifically, the Office Action relies upon the zero point 
of Tozu as providing different amplification factors for braked and unbraked 
driving conditions. Tozu discloses that the zero point setting device (ZS) sets a 
temporary zero point when it is determined that the vehicle is in a stopped state, 
as determined by a parking switch being in an on state. (Figure 4, step 202). 
Tozu recognizes that when "the vehicle is on a ferryboat, or the vehicle is on a 
rotating turntable, the yaw rate sensor YS is swung or rotated, while it is in a 
stopped state relative to the vehicle, thereby to cause an error in the output of 
the sensor YS." (Col. 4, lines 25-29). To avoid this error, Tozu employs a zero 
point correcting device ZA, which corrects the zero point on the basis of the 
temporary zero point, in response to a deviation calaculated by the deviation 
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calculating device YD and the vehicle speed detected by the vehicle speed 
detecting device VS. (Col. 4, lines 40-45). Because Tozu discloses that the 
temporary zero point is set when a parking switch is activated, and the 
correction of the zero point is for situations where there vehicle is rotated, such 
as on a ferryboat or a rotating turntable where the vehicle will be in a stopped 
state, it appears that Tozu discloses that the zero point is always based on a 
braked condition. In contrast, the amplification factors of Applicant's claim 3 are 
different for braked and unbraked conditions. 

Additionally, as discussed during the personal interview, and shown in 
Fig. 4, step 210, the zero point is subtracted from the measured yaw rate to 
provide that actual yaw rate. It is respectfully submitted that one of ordinary 
skill in the art would not have interpreted the zero point, which is subtracted 
from the measured yaw rate, as an amplification factor as recited in Applicant's 
claim 3. 

Moreover, Applicant's claim 3 recites that the control signal is formed by a 
different amplification factor "in the event of a controlled braking operation." 
Tozu does not disclose that the zero point is formed "in the event of a controlled 
braking operation." 

Because Nishizaki and Tozu both do not disclose different amplification 
factors for a controlled braking operation and an unbraked condition , the 
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combination of Nishizaki and Tozu does not disclose or suggest that "in the event 
of a controlled braking operation, the control signal is formed by means of at 
least one amplification factor that differs from an amplification factor that is 
used in the unbraked driving condition," as recited in Applicant's claim 3, and 
therefore does not render claim 3 unpatentable. 

Independent claim 7 recites "at least one amplification factor has a value 
that varies as a function of whether or not a vehicle braking operation is 
currently activated." Accordingly, for similar reasons to those discussed above 
with regard to claim 3, the combination of Nishizaki and Tozu does not render 
Applicant's claim 7 obvious. 

Independent claim 11 recites "using at least one amplification factor," and 
"varying a value of said amplification factor as a function of whether or not a 
vehicle braking operation is currently activated." Accordingly, for at least those 
reasons discussed above with regard to claim 3, the combination of Nishizaki and 
Tozu does not render Applicant's claim 11 obvious. 

Claims 6, 8 and 12 variously depend from claims 3, 7, or 11. Accordingly, 
for the reasons stated above with regard to claims 3, 7, and 11, claims 6, 8 and 12 
are patentably distinguishable over the combination of Nishizaki and Tozu. 
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In addition, Applicant's claim 8 and 12 recite an additional features that 
are not disclosed or suggested by the combination of Nishizaki and Tozu. 
Specifically, claims 8 and 12 recite "the value of the at least one amplification 
factor varies further as a function of whether an automatic braking intervention 
is currently occurring." However, Nishizaki and Tozu, either alone or in 
combination, do not disclose or suggest the use of a different amplification factor 
when automatic braking intervention is occurring, and therefore claims 8 and 12 
are not rendered obvious by the combination of Nishizaki and Tozu for this 
additional reason. 

For at least those reasons stated above, it is respectfully requested that 
the rejection of claims 3, 6-8 and 11-12 as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Nishizaki in view of Tozu be withdrawn. 

The has rejected Office Action claims 3, 6-8, 11 and 12 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Nishizaki in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,155,655 to Matsuno ("Matsuno"). This ground of rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

The combination of Nishizaki and Matsuno does not render Applicant's 
claim 3 unpatentable because the combination does not disclose or suggest all of 
the elements of Applicant's claim 3. For example, the combination of Nishizaki 
and Matsuno does not disclose or suggest that "in the event of a controlled 
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braking operation, the control signal is formed by means of at least one 
amplification factor that differs from an amplification factor that is used in the 
unbraked driving condition," as recited in Applicant's claim 3. 

As acknowledged in the Office Action, Nishizaki does not disclose that "in 
the event of a controlled braking operation, the control signal is formed by means 
of at least one amplification factor that differs from an amplification factor that 
is used in the unbraked driving condition," as recited in Applicant's claim 3. 

Instead, the Office Action cites Matsuno to remedy the above-identified 
deficiency of Nishizaki. The Office Action relies upon the yaw rate gain of 
Matsuno as corresponding the amplification factor recited in Applicant's claim 3. 
As illustrated in equation 1 of Matsuno, the yaw rate gain is calculated based on 
the wheelbase of the vehicle L, the stability factor of the vehicle A 0 , and the 
vehicle speed V. However, as discussed during the interview, Matsuno does not 
mention that the yaw rate gain should be different in the braking condition 
verses the non-braking condition, only that yaw rate gain varies based on vehicle 
speed. 

The Response to Arguments section of the Office Action specifically 
references col. 6 lines 14-48 and 61-67 of Matsuno as allegedly disclosing that 
"yaw rate gain or factor is determined based on the yaw rate deviation based on 
the conditions where there is braking and when there is no braking (i.e., vehicle 
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is driving)." However, there is nothing in this section which discloses or suggests 
the use of different amplification factors for braked and unbraked conditions. 
This issue was raised by Applicant's representative during the personal 
interview, but no explanation of how this cited section relates to Applicant's 
claims was provided. Accordingly, if this ground of rejection is maintained. 
Applicant respectfully requests that the next communication from the Patent 
Office include a detailed explanation of the relevance of the cited section to the 
rejected claims. . 

The Response to Arguments section of the Office Action also references 
column 13 of Matsuno as allegedly disclosing "where the coefficient is 
determined based on braking condition and nonbraking (driving, i.e., vehicle 
speed) condition." However, Applicant's claim 3 recites different amplification 
factors for a controlled braking operation and an unbraked condition. The mere 
disclosure of the use of vehicle speed by Matsuno, by itself does not disclose or 
suggest the use of different amplification factors for a controlled braking 
operation and an unbraked condition. Again, this issue was raised by 
Applicant's representative during the personal interview, but no explanation of 
how this cited section relates to Applicant's claims was provided. Accordingly, if 
this ground of rejection is maintained. Applicant respectfully requests that the 
next communication from the Patent Office include a detailed explanatio n of the 
relevance of the cited section to the rejected claims. . 
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Because Nishizaki and Matsuno both do not disclose different 
amplification factors for a controlled braking operation and an unbraked 
condition, the combination of Nishizaki and Matsuno cannot does not disclose or 
suggest that "in the event of a controlled braking operation, the control signal is 
formed by means of at least one amplification factor that differs from an 
amplification factor that is used in the unbraked driving condition," as recited in 
Applicant's claim 3, and therefore does not render claim 3 unpatentable. 

Independent claim 7 recites "at least one amplification factor has a value 
that varies as a function of whether or not a vehicle braking operation is 
currently activated/' Accordingly, for the reasons discussed above with regard to 
claim 3, the combination of Nishizaki and Matsuno does not disclose or suggest 
all the elements of Applicant's claim 7. 

Independent claim 1 1 recites "using at least one amplification factor," and 
"varying a value of said amplification factor as a function of whether or not a 
vehicle braking operation is currently activated." Accordingly, for similar 
reasons to those discussed above with regard to claim 3, the combination of 
Nishizaki and Matsuno does not disclose or suggest all the elements of 
Applicant's claim 11. 

Claims 6, 8 and 12 variously depend from claims 3, 7, or 11. Accordingly, 
for the similar reasons to those discussed above with regard to claims 3, 7, and 
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11, claims 6, 8 and 12 are patentably distinguishable over the combination of 
Nishizaki and Matsuno. 

In addition, Applicant's claim 8 and 12 recite an additional features that 
are not disclosed or suggested by the combination of Nishizaki and Matsuno. 
Specifically, claims 8 and 12 recite "the value of the at least one amplification 
factor varies further as a function of whether an automatic braking intervention 
is currently occurring However, Nishizaki and Matsuno, either alone or in 
combination, do not disclose or suggest the use of a different amplification factor 
when automatic braking intervention is occurring, and therefore claims 8 and 12 
are not rendered obvious by the combination of Nishizaki and Matsuno for this 
additional reason. 

For at least those reasons stated above, it is respectfully requested that 
the rejection of claims 3, 6-8 and 11-12 as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Nishizaki in view of Matsuno be withdrawn. 

The Office Action states that 4-5, 9-10, 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Nishizaki in view of Tozu or 
Matsuno, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,386,365 to Nagaoka 
("Nagaoka"). This ground of rejection is respectfully traversed. 
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As discussed above, the combination of Nishizaki and Tozu, and the 
combination of Nishizaki and Matsuno do not disclose or suggest all the elements 
of Applicant's claims 3, 7, and 11. It is respectfully submitted that Nagaoka does 
not remedy the above-identified deficiencies of the combinations of Nishizaki and 
Tozu, or Nishizaki and Matsuno with regard to Applicant's claims 3, 7 and 11. 
Hence, the combination of Nishizaki, Tozu and Nagaoka, or Nishizaki, Tozu, and 
Nagaoka cannot render Applicant's claims 3, 7 and 11 obvious. 

Claims 4-5, 9-10, 13 and 14 variously depend from claims 3, 7, or 11. 
Accordingly, these claims are patentably distinguishable over Nishizaki in 
combination with Tozu and Nagaoka, or Nishizaki in combination with Matsuno 
and Nagaoka. 

For at least those reasons stated above, it is respectfully requested that 
the rejection of claim 4-5, 9-10 and 13-14 as allegedly being unpatentable over 
the combination of Nishizaki, Tozu and Nagaoka, or Nishizaki, Matsuno and 
Nagaoka be withdrawn. 

All outstanding rejections have been addressed. It is respectfully 
submitted that the present application is in immediate condition for allowance. 
Notice to this effect is earnestly solicited. If there are any questions regarding 
this amendment or the application in general, a telephone call to the 



Page 11 of 12 



Serial No. 10/681,313 
Amendment Dated: November 23, 2005 
Reply to Office Action Mailed: August 24, 2005 
Attorney Docket No. 080437.52614US 



undersigned would be appreciated since this should expedite the prosecution of 
the application for all concerned. 

If necessary to effect a timely response, this paper should be considered as 
a petition for an Extension of Time sufficient to effect a timely response, and 
please charge any deficiency in fees or credit any overpayments to Deposit 
Account No. 05-1323 (Docket #080437.52614US). 
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